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PREFACE 

The solution to any problem begins with a realization 
that a problem exists, appreciation of it*s proportions and 
importance, division of the problem into manageable parts, and 
analysis of possible alternatives. This approach has been taken 
in studying the management decisions involved in a family 
housing program for the United States Coast Guard, 

A continuum of evidence that inadequate housing exists 
has forced the Coast Guard during the past 24 months to engage 
in a service-wide survey and to conduct extensive study to 
determine the need for a family housing development program. The 
preliminary evidence has generated interest at all levels of the 
organization for creating a housing program to eliminate the 
inadequacies and irregularities of the present housing situation. 

The first chapter of this monologue presents background 
information on family housing in the Coast Guard as it has 
evolved since the late 1800* s. Included are the results of the 
1964 service-wide housing survey showing the current housing 
assets and deficiencies. The housing construction program for 
the past five years has been presented to illustrate the limited 
progress which has been made toward the improvement of the 
housing inventory. 

The intermediate chapters attempt to dissect the various 
problems and areas of decision which must be faced in family 
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housing development. The values and weaknesses of total 
reliance on community facilities is given considerable .attention 
as is the necessity for creating a balance between military and 
civilian living standards. The costs and concerns of housing 
maintenance and operation are treated in Chapter IV. 

Chapter V presents a summary of the prior chapters by 
proposing a housing development program based on the range of 
alternatives previously offered. The reference to actual 
Coast Guard policy has been limited severely by the fact that the 
development of a housing program for the Service is still in its 
infancy and few details have been reduced to written documents. 
Interviews with various Coast Guard authorities have given 
evidence of a lack of total harmony regarding many of the basic 

f 

housing policies under consideration. 

Many similarities exist between the programs in effect 

within the uniformed services of the Department of Defense and 

the type of program considered necessary for the Coast Guard. 

For this reason, in addition to the absence of a planned housing 

program in any other federal agency that could be compared with 

that which the Coast Guard needs, frequent references are made to 

the policies and practices of the Defense Department Agencies. 

No single study can hope to suggest all of the potential 

decisions which management may face in planning and operating 

a program as complex as family housing for a federal agency. 

However, if even a minor problem is eliminated as a result of 

some feature presented in this thesis, the author's labor will 

’ » 

not have been in vain. 
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CHAPTER I 



BACKGROUND OF FAMILY HOUSING- IN 
THE COAST GUARD 



The Coast Guard has, within the past few years, developed 
a growing concern for the general welfare of its personnel. The 
importance of attracting and retaining men of high mental and 
physical capacities who possess useful skills and sound judgement 
has increased proportionately as the complexities and scope of 
service responsibilities have expanded. The following statement 
illustrates concisely the attitude which the Commandant of the • 
Coast Guard has expressed toward the welfare of Coast Guard 
personnel, with particular emphasis on the role of housing as it 
relates to the individual service member. 

The Nation's standard of living has improved 
and personnel of the Armed Forces today are 
accustomed to living conditions which are considerably 
better than those that have been provided by the 
military in the past. In addition, far more officers 
and enlisted personnel are married, marry younger, 
and have more children than a similar group had in 
the pre-World War II era. Because of the nature of 
military life, these personnel are subject to 
periodic changes in duty which often preclude the 
purchase of a home and deny them the advantage of 
becoming settled in a community. 

It is imperative that highly trained military 
personnel be retained in service if the Coast Guard 
is to accomplish its assigned missions. It must be 
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considered then that the Coast Guard competes with 
other employers in a free choice labor market in an 
era of peacetime prosperity. We must therefore 
provide and maintain living conditions which will 
encourage the individual to choose and to continue 
a career in the Coast Guard. 1 

A significant understanding of family housing in the 
Coast Guard depends upon recognition of the relationship of 
housing to the organizational history of the service. The 
amalgamation of various agencies requires the consolidation and 
reorganization of both the responsibilities and the resources of 
the organizations included. Both the facilities and the 
attitudes of the present Coast Guard establishment reflect the 
composite of several originally separate and independent 
departments. ' 



Historical Developments 

The major agencies which have been incorporated into the 
present day Coast Guard include the Revenue-Cutter Service, the 
Life-Saving Service, the Bureau of Marine Inspection, and the 
Lighthouse Service. The Revenue Cutter Service was authorized by 
Congress on July 31, 1789 primarily to serve the need for a 
floating police service as a part of the national fiscal 
organization, ^ The duties of the Service were limited primarily 
to those requiring ships and boats and no shore establishment 
existed. Although duties changed and the personnel strength 



!lJnited States Coast Guard, Planning for Dependent 
Housing and Support Facilities , Commandant Instruction 11101.6, 
20 January 1964, p.l. 

2u.S., Revised Regulations for the Government of the 
Lifesaving Service of the United States, and the Laws on Which 
They Are Based, (1884), p.18. 
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varied in the years between 1789 and 1915* ships continued to 
carry out the primary responsibilities of the Service. 

The Life-Saving Service was organised as a regular unit 
of the Treasury Department and authorized by the Act of June 18, 
1878. * For the purpose of "the saving of life and property from 
shipwrecked vessels", stations were located along the shores 
where there was a likelihood of ships being distressed. Stations 
were required to be open during the open season of navigation, 
and the crews assigned were required to reside at the station 
when they were open. In addition to the stations, houses of 
refuge were built in areas where too great a distance between 

stations created the need for some provisions for the distressed 

> 

mariner. Keepers for both stations and houses of refuge were 

provided. The Regulations for the Government Life-Saving Service 

of the United States, 1899* includes this provision* 

"Sec. 138 A keeper will reside continually at or 
in the immediate vicinity of the station of which he 
has charge. A keeper of a house of refuge will reside 
at the station with his family throughout the year."^ 

Formation of the Coast Guard in 1915 was accomplished by 

union of the Revenue-Cutter Service and the Life-Saving Service. 

Although numerous organizational changes resulted from the joining 

1 

of the two Services, including the formation of administrative 
districts, basic material facilities did not change. Ships 

^-Darrell H. Smith and Fred W, Powell, The Coast Guard* Its 
History, Activities, and Organization (Service Monographs of the 
United States Government, No. 51* Baltimore* The Lord Baltimore r 
Press, 1929)* P. 30. 

2 U.S. Regulations for the Government Lifesaving Service 
of the United States, ( 1899) , P. 39. 
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continued to carry out their functions and responsibilities, and 



the basic shore unit remained as the life-saving station. 

Integration of the Lighthouse Service into the Coast Guard 
in 1939 brought about another and perhaps greater change^ in 
Coast Guard organization. The ships used for servicing aids to 
navigation were distinctive and required considerable shore 
facility support. The property which the Lighthouse Service 



brought to the Coast Guard included land, fixed structure, repair 
facilities, v and manned lighthouses. It is the type and quantity 
of houses (family quarters) associated with the manned lighthouses 
that is of particular interest in this study. 

The light stations are the- permanent stationary 
lighted aids and the appurtenances thereto. A completely 
equipped light station on a land site usually consists of 
the light tower, oil house, fog signal building, keeper's 
dwelling, workshops, water supply and drainage system, 
landing wharf, boathouses and ways, barns, sheds, etc. 

In some instances a single building serves for several 
purposes. On submarine sites the whole station is 
usually confined to one structure. 1 

It is the type of structure and facility described above 

that constituted the first major family housing in the Coast 

Guard. Houses acquired in 1939, as facilities of the Lighthouse 

Service, still constitute a large portion of the available 

government-owned housing for Coast Guard families. 

Incorporation of the Bureau of Marine Inspection into the 

Coast Guard in 1942 had no significant effect upon physical 

facilities. The primary duties of this Bureau entailed ship 



1 George Weiss, The Lighthouse Service » Its History , 
Activities, and Organization . (Service Monographs of the United 
States . No. 40, Baltimore s The John Hopkins Press, 1929), p« 22, 
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inspections at many locations, and the only facilities required 
were for administrative purposes. No housing facilities were 
included in the inventory of Marine Inspection assets. 

A review of the responsibilities of the Coast Guard and 
the separate agencies which have formed the organization reveals 
important factors in the Service’s approach to the problem of 
family housing. The Revenue-Cutter Service was comprised almost 
exclusively of sailors, only a limited number who were married 
with the responsibility for providing for anyone other than 
themselves. The Life-Saving Service was comprised of a nucleus 
of station keepers who, as part of their job, lived with their 
families in quarters on or near the beach. Housing facilities 
formed an intregal part of the station; in fact, in many cases 
the keeper’s house was the station. Housing facilities were 
both an operational necessity and an economic inducement for 
recruiting qualified people on a permanent basis. 

The operational requirements of the early lighthouses 
demanded constant surveillance. The attendance to light and fog 
mechanisms required the keeper to be on continuous duty. To 
provide this service, housing became an intregal part of the 
station structure. 

The absence of rapid modes of travel in the past have 
made on site housing facilities a major factor in maintaining 
effective operations. Providing family housing to improve the 
capacity for meeting operational needs has consistently taken 
precedence over other merits of housing. 



t 



Since 1939* no major changes have occurred in the Coast 
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Guard organization which have affected family housing. During 
World War IX the Coast Guard was transferred to the Navy 
Department, and when families could be together, housing under 
the jurisdiction of another military agency was utilized on a 
rental basis. 



Legislative Developments 

Following World War II the rapid increase in the number 
of households being established began to create a nationwide 
housing shortage. The difficulties experienced by the transient 
serviceman in finding adequate housing became acute. As a result, 
the so-called "Wherry" program was authorized by Public Law 
81-211, enacted August 8, 19^9.^ This act created a Military 
Housing Insurance Fund and authorized the Commissioner of the 
Federal Housing Administration to insure mortgages on military 
family housing projects. In addition, it enlarged the then 
existing authority of the military departments to lease land for 
such projects and to sell utility services to the project 
developers. 

Wherry projects for the most part were built on government-) 
owned land located on or near the various military installations 
and outleased to the developer or "sponsor" for a period of fifty 
years. The sponsor undertook to organize a "mortgagor 
corporation" which actually held the lease, and to finance, build, 



1-U.S. Congress, An Act to Encourage Construction of 
Rental Housing on or in Areas Adjacent to Army, Navy, Marine Corp , 
and Air Force Installations, and for Other Purposes , Public Law 
211, 81st Congress, 1st Sess,, 19^9* 
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maintain, and operate the completed units, which were made 
available on a rental basis to tenants designated by the local 
base commander. Military tenants retained their basic allowance 
for quarters. * 

The Wherry program was successful in producing 
a substantial number of relatively low cost, but 
reasonably adequate, units to meet an acute shortage, 

A total of 268 projects were built for the three 
military departments, comprising a total of 83»742 

units. 2 

Although the Coast Guard did not participate in the Wherry 
program as a sponsoring unit, the program is considered to be 
significant as one of the first major efforts to meet the demands 
for military family housing. From time to time, Coast Guard 
personnel have been housed in Wherry units when the quarters were 
within reasonable commuting distance of Coast Guard units. 

Title IV of the Housing Amendments of 1955 authorized the 
acquisition of military family housing under an amended Title VIII 
of the National Housing Act. 3 The provisions of these amendments 
are commonly referred to as the "Capehart" program. The statute 
contemplated that housing projects would be constructed on 
government-owned property, pursuant to competitive bidding by 
private contractors, and financed by the proceeds of one hundred 

lU.S. Department of Defense, Appendix to the Report of I 
the Advisory Panel on Military Family Housing Policies and 
Practices . ( 15 November 1961), p. C. 3. ~ 

2 Ibid. 

3u.S. Congress, Housing Amendments of 1955 . Public Law 
345, 84th Congress, 1st Session, August 11, 1955* 
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percent mortgages insured by the Federal Housing Administration. 1 

Under the Capehart program the low conforming bidder 
formed a mortgagor corporation which took the land under a fifty 
year lease and became owner of the leasehold and improvements 
thereon. Upon completion of construction and receipt by the 
builder of his final payment, the capital stock of the mortgagor 
was delivered to the sponsoring military department, which 
thereafter undertook the maintenance and operation of the housing 
and the amortization of the mortgage over a twenty-five year 
term. Capehart units were public quarters for which the occupant 
forfeited his quarters allowance. Revenues from the allowances 
were used to pay the principal and interest on the Capehart 
mortgages. A $16,500 per unit limit was established for the 
mortgages and an expenditure from appropriated funds not to 
exceed $1500 per unit was authorized for site acquisition, rough 
site improvements, and off site utilities. 2 

The "Capehart Act" provided for Coast Guard partici- 
pation. 3 Consideration was given in 1956 for construction of 25 
units of housing in the Sault Saint Marie, Michigan area under 
the Capehart program, but the estimated cost of $167,000 for 
furnishings, utilities, and access was sufficiently high to 

^U.S. Department of Defense, Appendix to the 'Report of 
the Advisory Panel on Military Family Housing Policies and 
Practices. 15 November 1961, pi C-4. 

2 Ibid. 

3u. S. Congress, Housing Amendments of. 1955 , Public Law 
345, 84th Congress, 1st Session, August 11, 1955, Title VIII, 
Section 801 ( f ) . 
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eliminate further promotion of the plans. ^ 

During the twenty years prior to 1964 there were only 
three housing acquisitions of greater than ten units by the 
Coast Guard. Two of these involved the transfer of Lanham Act 
units from the Department of the Navy. The other was a transfer 
from the Army of 20 housing units located at Fort Crockett, 
Galveston, Texas. 

The Lanham Act (Public War Housing) of 1940 authorized 
the Federal Works Administrator to provide housing for persons 
engaged in national-defense activities in those areas or 
localities where the shortage of housing was deemed to impede 
national defense activities. Average unit cost in the United 
States was limited to $3>750 and the maximum cost for any one 
unit in the continental United States was $4,500. Money derived 
from rental of the property was used for operation and mainten- 
ance with- the unobligated balances at the end of each fiscal 
year going to "Miscellaneous Receipts of the United States 
Treasury". As provided by the original law, authorization for 
new construction under this act expired on July 25, 1947 when 
the President declared termination of the emergency. The Act 
provided that the Administrator may, at his discretion, upon 
request of the respective secretary transfer to the jurisdiction 
of the Army or Navy such housing as may be considered to be 

lU.S. Coast Guard Commandant's letter of 2 July 1956 to 
the Honorable Charles E. Potter, United States Senate. File OSU 

N 4/9. 
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permanently useful to that Department, ^ The Comptroller 
General on July 20, 1963 set forth his decision B-ll 5750 which 
ruled that transfer of Lanham Act housing to the Coast Guard was 
not authorized by the provisions of the original act.^ 

Public Law 2 47, was enacted by the 83rd Congress, 

August 8, 1953, "to authorize the Coast Guard to accept, operate, 
and maintain a certain defense facility at Cape May, New Jersey. ^ 
The Act provided: 

That the Coast Guard is authorized to accept from 
the Department of the Navy, without reimbursement, the 
fifty-unit defense housing facility at Cape May, New 
Jersey, and to operate and maintain such facility on a 
rental basis for occupancy by Coast Guard personnel 
and their dependents pursuant to the provision of the 
Act of July 2, 1945 » (59 Stat. 316 ; 37 U.S.C. 111a). 

Sec. 2. The gross amounts of all rents collected 
shall be deposited in the Treasury to the credit of 
miscellaneous receipts. The appropriation "Operating 
expenses, Coast Guard" shall be available for the cost 
of operation and maintenance of said housing facility. 

Sec. 3. The administration of this housing 
facility by the Coast Guard shall be in conformity 
with the administration of similar housing projects 
by the other Armed Forces,^ 

The housing units transferred by this Act had been constructed in 
1942. Public Law 86-151, 86 th Congress was enacted August 11, 



■*-U.S. Congress, The Lanham Act , Public Law 671* 76 th 
Congress, 3 rd Session, June 28, 1940. Section 4. 

^U.S. Comptroller General Decision, B-115750, July 20, 

1963. 

■^U.S. Congress, An Act to Authorize the Coast Guard to 
Accept, Operate, and Maintain a Certain Defense Housing Facility 
at Cape May, N.J. , Pu blic Law 247 » 83rd Congress, 1st Sess. , 
August 8 , 1953. 

^Tbid . 
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1959, "to authorize the Coast Guard to accept, operate, and 
maintain a certain defense housing facility at Yorktown, Virginia 
and for other purposes, This law provided 42 family housing 
units for the personnel attached to Coast Guard units in the 
Yorktown area. 

Using criteria established by Enclosure 4 of Commandant 
Notice 11101 of 17 February 1964, all 50 units located in 
Cape May, New Jersey, and 35 of the units located at Yorktown 
have been classified as inadequate housing, and as such are not 
considered public quarters for which the occupant must forfeit 
his quarters allowance. 

Current Situation 

An inventory of present family housing units by District 
and metropolitan areas is presented as Table 1, page 12, The 
statistics contained in the table are based on reports made to 
the Chief, Office of Personnel, Coast Guard Headquarters by the 
various District Commanders. 

The total number of personnel entitled to Basic 
Allowance for Quarters (BAQ) on 1 July 1964, according to records 
maintained by the Comptrollers Office, was 15,191. The 
difference between this figure and the total shown in Table 1 
is assumed to result from failure of certain units to report 
and discrepancies resulting from personnel in transit, on 
temporary duty, or absent from their unit due to other reasons. 

lU.S. Congress, An Act to Authorize the Coast Guard to 
Accept, Operate, and Maintain a Certain Defense Housing Facility 
at Yorktown, Virginia, and for other purposes . Public Law 151, 
86th Congress, 1st Session, August 11, 1959. 
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TABLE 1 



INVENTORY OF HOUSING NEEDS 



Area 



Personnel 

Entitled 

Housing 



C.G. 
Housing 
Avail . 



Other 

Adequate 

Housing 

Utilized 



Gross 

Deficit 

6/30/64 



Per Cent 

Improperly 

Housed 



First District 



Portland 


280 




! 


161 


57.5% 


Boston 


5 48 






359 


61.5% 


New Bedford 


121 






66 


54.5% 


Other 


540 






290 


53.7% 


TOTAL 


1489 


18 


ill 


876 


58.8% 


Second District 












St. Louis 


95 






39 


41.1% 


Other 


236 






130 


55.1% 


TOTAL 


331 


0 


162 


169 


51.7% 


Third District 












New York 


931 






499 


53.5% 


New London 


665 






511 


77.0% 


Philadelphia 


117 






74 


63.0% 


Cape May 


328 






96 


29.2% 


0 ther 


145 






81 


43.8% 


TOTAL 


2186 


(50)78 


847 


1261 


62.6% 


Fifth District 












Portsmouth 


591 






306 


51.8% 


Elizabeth City 


335 






270 


80.6% 


Baltimore 


203 






140 


69.0% 


Yorktown 


111 






68 


61.5% 


0 ther 


349 






111 


31.5% 


TOTAL 


158? 


(34)56 


638 


895 


5 8.2% 


Seventh District 












Miami 


331 






224 


67.5% 


St. Petersburg 


146 






97 


66 . 5% 


San Juan 


167 






122 


73.0% 


Other 


393 






150 


38.2% 


TOTAL 


1037 


44 


400 


593 


65.1% 


Eighth District 












New Orleans 


259 






259 


100% 


Galveston 


137 






68 


49.6% 


Other 


592 






384 


64.9% 


TOTAL 


988 


2 9 


248 


211 


72.1% 



* 
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TABLE 1-continued 



Area 



Personnel 

Entitled 

Housing 



C.G. 

Housing 

Avail. 



Other 

Adequate 

Housing 

Utilized 



Gross 

Deficit 

6/30/64 



Per Cent 

Improperly 

Housed 



Ninth District 



Cleveland 


142 






110 


* 77. 57° 


0 ther 


966 






44o 


45.5$ 


TOTAL 


1108 


112 


446 . 


111 


49.5$ 


Eleventh District 












Long Beach 


232 






222 


95.6$ 


Other 


339 






309 




TOTAL 


1Z1 




1Z 


121 


92.8$ 


Twelfth District 












San Francisco 


639 






456 


71.5$ 


Other 


240 






113 


47.1$ 


TOTAL 


2Z2 


21 


237 


11 2 


64.8$ 


Thirteenth District 










73 . 0$ 


Seattle 


4oi 


■ 




293 


Port Angeles 


155 






111 


7 1.3$ 


Astoria 


106 






66 


62.1$ 


Other 


276 






134 


48 . 6$ 


TOTAL 


221 


62 


222 


604 


64.3$ 


Fourteenth District 










71.8$ 


Honolulu 


468 






336 


Guam 


52 






3 


5.8$ 


Wake 


6 






6 


100$ 


Saipan 


7 






7 


100$ 


0 ther 


183 






45 


29.0$ 


TOTAL 


720 


28 


221 


221 


55.0$ 


Seventeenth District 






114 


89.9$ 


Juneau 


127 






Ketchikan 


205 






205 


100$ 


Cordova 


21 






21 


100$ 


Other 


58 






31 


53.4$ 


TOTAL 


411 


2 


21 


2Z1 


92.0$ 


Headquarters and 
Radio Washington 


48 5 
68 




116 


369 


76.0$ 


Bermuda 




22 


21 


51.4$ 


TOTALS 12800 


(85)579 


4229 


7901 


61.7$ 



( ) -inadequate 

SOURCE: Statistics compiled by Coast Guard Headquarters, Office 

of Personnel, December 1964, from Servicewide Survey 
Conducted in Compliance with Commandant's Notice 11101 
of 17 February 1964. 



13 



14 



If the Total Gross Deficit figure is adjusted to reflect the 
2391 unreported personnel, the Gross Deficit in Housing facilities 
becomes 9392. 

Of the 5/*9 Coast Guard Housing units available, 85 are 
classified inadequate as stated previously. According to data 
obtained by Coast Guard Headquarters from the Army and Navy, 

Coast Guard personnel occupy approximately 550 housing units 
under control of the Department of Defense Agencies.^ - These 
units are occupied on one of the following bases: 

1) Where the Coast Guard is a tenant of a Department 
of Defense facility 

2) Local agreements between Coast Guard and Department 
of Defense commands 

3) Agreement between the individual and the Department 
of Defense command^ 

The difference between the total personnel entitled to 
housing, less Coast Guard and Department of Defense housing 
occupied, and the total Gross Deficit as illustrated in Table 1, 
pages 12, 13 represents the number of personnel who have located 
adequate private housing. 

As stated in Enclosure 1 of Commandant's Notice 11101 of 
February 17» 1964, "primary reliance will be placed on the 

3-U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters, Memorandum to Chief of 
Staff from Chief, Office of Operations entitled, Fiscal Year 
1964 Navy Family Housing Program , 9 November 1962. 



2 Ibid. 



